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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Request for Interview in Accordance with M.P,E.P, § 706,07 (b) 

In accordance with M.P.E.P. § 706.07(b), the Applicants respectfully request a 
personal interview with the Examiner prior to the issuance of a first Office Action. 

The amendments set out above and the following remarks are responsive to the points 
raised by the Office Action dated March 24, 2005. In view of the amendments set out above 
and the following remarks, reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

The Pending Claims 

Claims 1-4 and 7-20 are pending. Claim 1 has been amended to include the 
limitations of claims 5 and 6, which have been cancelled. Claims 16 and 20 have been 
amended so as to have more clear antecedent basis in the specification and to describe the 
invention more clearly. No new matter has been added, and the basis for the amended claim 
language may be found in the original specification, claims and drawings. 

Support for the amendments to claim 1 may be found in, for example, original claims 
5 and 6. Support for the amendments to claims 16 and 20 may be found, for example, in the 
specification at paragraphs [0017], [0061] and [0067], 

Entry of the above is respectfully requested. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicants are pleased to note that the Office Action indicates claims 7-11 and 16-20 
to be allowed, and claim 6 to be allowable if rewritten in independent form including the 
limitations of the base claim and the intervening claims. 

Claim 6 has been so rewritten as amended independent claim 1 , as noted above. 

The Office Action 

The Office Action objected to the specification as failing to provide proper antecedent 
basis for the claimed subject matter under 37 C.F.R. § 1.75(d)(1) and M.P.E.P. § 608.01(o) 
on the grounds that the term "backing plates for reinforcing circular holes," as set forth in 
claims 6, 7, 16 and 20 has no antecedent basis in the specification. 

Claim 7 does not recite "backing plates reinforcing the first structural element around 
the circular holes." Claim 7 has therefore not been amended. 

Claims 1 (which now includes the limitations of claim 6), 16 and 20 have been 
amended to recite "the first structural element is reinforced around the circular holes by 
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backing plates," which finds antecedent basis in the specification at, for example, paragraphs 
[0017] and [0067]. 

Thus, it is respectfully submitted that with these amendments and remarks, the 
specification objection under 37 C.F.R. § 1.75(d)(1) and M.P.E.P. § 608.01(o) has been 
overcome and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-5 and 12-15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as anticipated by JP 08- 
058677 (hereinafter, "JP '677"). 

This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

According to the Office Action, JP *677 shows a floor 10 delimited by a straight edge 
on one side, a plate 8 welded to the straight edge of the floor 10, and the floor 10 having a 
stress-relieving slot 12 extending parallel to the straight edge. 

Anticipation requires that the reference disclose each and every element of the claim. 
JP '677 does not anticipate claim 12 because it fails to disclose several elements of claim 12. 

Claim 12 recites, inter alia, "a stress-relieving slit extending parallel to the straight 
edge." Parallelism requires extending at least substantially in the same direction and being at 
least substantially everywhere equidistant. Figures 1(A) and 1(B) of JP '677 show slot 12 to 
be a pumpkin shape with a mostly rounded shape. The edges of the slot 12 are not 
substantially extending in the same direction as the edge of the floor 10, nor are the edges of 
the slot 12 substantially everywhere equidistant from the edge of the floor 10. Therefore, slot 
12 of JP '677 cannot be said to be parallel to the edge of the floor 10. Furthermore, the 
rounded shape of slot 12 of JP '677 prevents it from being considered a slit, which are 
substantially long and narrow. Because JP '677 does not disclose a stress-relieving slit 
extending parallel to the straight edge, as claimed in claim 12, JP '677 does not anticipate 
claim 12. 

Claim 12 also recites, inter alia, that the first structural element has a shape that is 
elongated in a direction parallel to the straight edge. JP '677 shows only partial views of 
floor 10, making it impossible to determine in which direction the shape of floor 10 is 
elongated. However, regardless of which direction the floor 10 of JP '677 is elongated, JP 
'677 still fails to disclose the limitations of claim 12. If the shape of floor 10 is elongated in a 
direction parallel to plate 8, the shape of the floor 10 would not be elongated in a direction 
parallel to a straight edge, as claimed, but to the curved edge provided by floor 10 where it is 
welded to curved plate 8. If the shape of floor 10 is elongated away from plate 8, then the 
shape of the floor 10 would be elongated in a direction perpendicular to the edge, not 
parallel, as claimed. Because JP '677 does not disclose a first structural element has a shape 
that is elongated in a direction parallel to the straight edge, as claimed in claim 12, JP '677 
does not anticipate claim 12. 
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Claim 12 also recites, inter alia, that the first structural element has, perpendicular to 
the direction (parallel to the straight edge), a first dimension at the location of the point at 
which the force is exerted, and that the stress relieving slit has, according to the direction 
(parallel to the straight edge), a length greater than the first dimension. JP '677 does not 
disclose a slit having the claimed length. As explained above, floor 10 does not have a 
straight edge where it is welded to curved plate 8. It also follows that JP '677 does not 
disclose a direction parallel to such a straight edge, as claimed in claim 12. However, even 
assuming, arguendo, that floor 10 makes a straight edge where it is welded to curved plate 8 
and that a first dimension perpendicular to the direction parallel to the straight edge at the 
location of the point at which the force (5w) is exerted might be measured along flat plate 11, 
the slot 12 does no/ have, according to the direction (parallel to the straight edge), a length 
greater than the first dimension. This can best be seen in Figure 1(B) of JP '677, where the 
length of slot 12 (parallel to the edge of floor 10 where it is welded to plate 8) is far smaller 
than the size of the dimension (measured along plate 1 1). For this additional reason, i.e., 
because JP '677 does not disclose a slit having the claimed length, JP '677 does not anticipate 
claim 12. 

As explained in the specification, the claimed stress-relieving slit reduces the stress 
placed on weld seams when a force F is exerted at the junction of the welded first and second 
structural elements 10 and 20 (see specification, paragraphs [0036]; [0040] - [0049]). The 
claimed dimensions of the slit, i.e., that the slit extends parallel to the straight edge and has a 
length, according to the direction (parallel to the straight edge), greater than the first 
dimension, gives the proximal edge 122 of the claimed slit the required flexibility to open and 
effectively relieve stress on the weld seam applied by force F [0059]-[0060]. In contrast, the 
short length of the slot 12 in JP '677 (along the edges of floor 10 and plate 8) as compared to 
the first dimension (measured along plate 11), reduces the flexibility of the slot in the 
direction measured along plate 1 1 so that it does not open to relieve stress as effectively when 
force (5w) is applied. 

Because JP '677 does not disclose all of the elements of claim 12, the § 102 rejection 
cannot be maintained. 

Dependent claims 13 and 14 are also patentable because they depend from patentable 
claim 12. 

Dependent claim 15 is also patentable, not only because it depends from patentable 
claim 12, but because claim 15 recites limitations also not disclosed in JP '677. According to 
the Office Action, the slot 12 is shown as having a dimension that can be less than 2 cm in 
Figure 2 (II) of JP '677. 

As an initial point, claim 15 does not recite merely a "dimension," but the width of the 
slit. Claim 15 recites wherein the stress relieving slit, when at rest, is less than 2 cm wide. 
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Claim 12, from which claim 15 depends, recites a length "according to the direction," which 
refers to the claimed "direction parallel to the straight edge." If the length of the slit is 
measured along the direction parallel to the straight edge, then the width of slit would be 
perpendicular to the straight edge. In Figure 2(11), the width would be measured in the 
direction of the plate 11. It appears that the smallest possible width in Figure 2(11) is 30 mm 
(3 cm), which is much larger than the claimed width range of "less than 2 cm." Because JP 
'677 does not disclose all of the elements of claim 15, the 102 rejection cannot be maintained. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons set forth above, reconsideration of the rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a telephone conference would expedite the 
prosecution of the subject application, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned 
attorney. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Stephanie M. Lawley, Reg. ]©/ 55362 

LEYDIG, VOIT & MAYER 

700 Thirteenth Street, N.W., Suite 300 

Washington, DC 20005-3960 

(202) 737-6770 (telephone) 

(202) 737-6776 (facsimile) 

Date: ^Si^MMtt^ j ZOOS^ 
SML/jj 
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